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Abstract. Productive morphological causatives in isiXhosa exhibit a case alternation regarding the
causee, which can be unmarked or instrumental. Much recent literature on similar alternations
in causative constructions in other languages analyzes them as involving differences in the size
or the category of the constituent selected by the causative morpheme. We show that such an
analysis cannot be extended to isiXhosa, and that both alternants are verb-selecting causatives in
the sense of Pylkkänen 2008. We propose instead that the alternation actually concerns the place
in the structure in which the causee is introduced: in the specifier of the causative head itself
in the unmarked causee construction, but in a PP adjoined to the embedded verb phrase in the
instrumental causee construction. This paper thus adds to a growing body of evidence that the
same thematic roles are not always assigned in the same syntactic positions.
1. Introduction
isiXhosa (Nguni, Bantu) has both periphrastic and morphological productive causative construc-
tions (there are also some non-productive morphological ones in idioms and some anti-causative
alternating verbs, which will not be our focus here). The morphological causative exhibits a case
alternation regarding the causee, which can be unmarked as in (1) or instrumental as in (2).1
We would like to thank ...
1Examples with dates next to them come from our notes; the dates themselves record when the relevant judgment
was elicited. Judgments are those of the second author, who is a native speaker of isiXhosa. Glossing conventions:
‘1,2,3...15’ = noun classes of 3rd person nouns and noun-class agreement morphology, ‘1sg, 2sg, 1pl, 2pl’ = 1st and
2nd persons singular and plural, ‘appl’ = applicative, ‘caus’ = causative, ‘disj’ = disjoint morpheme (used roughly
when VP is empty save for the verb itself), ‘expl’ = expletive, ‘fv’ = final vowel (a suffix whose allomorphy reflects
certain types of inflectional information), ‘instr’ = instrumental, ‘loc’ = locative, ‘obj’ = object marker, ‘pass’ = passive,


















‘The advertizement made the boy want a toy.’ (11/14/2017)
The periphrastic causative, on the other hand, clearly involves the embedding of a whole CP, in













‘The advertizement made the boy want a toy.’ (11/14/2017)
It is tempting, given much recent discussion of causatives,2 to reduce the alternation in (1) vs.
(2) to a difference in the size or the category of the constituent selected by the causative suffix.
One of the goals of this paper is to show that this line of analysis will not work: both variants
of the morphological causative turn out to be verb-selecting causatives in the typology of Pylkkä-
nen (2008), a point which is particularly easy to appreciate when the properties of morphological
causatives are compared with those of the periphrastic causative. Instead, this paper will present
and defend an analysis of productive morphological causatives in isiXhosa which takes the causee
to be introduced in different positions in the two constructions, and explains a number of syn-
tactic and semantic asymmetries between the two in terms of this difference in where the causee
is introduced. The resulting analysis will be shown to extend our understanding of the limits of
cross-linguistic variation in causatives (as overviewed recently by Harley 2017).
The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In section 2, we lay out our assumptions on the
structure of the thematic domain and the semantics of the pieces that make it up. Our analysis of
the isiXhosa facts is then sketched in section 3. Section 4 provides the evidence that productive
morphological causatives in isiXhosa are verb-selecting both when the causee is unmarked and
2Harley (2017); Jung (2014); Key (2013); Legate (2014); Pitteroff & Campanini (2013), amongst many others.
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when it is oblique. Section 5 notes a number of syntactic and semantic differences between the
unmarked causee construction and the instrumental causee construction, showing how they can all
be accounted for by our analysis. Section 6 explicitly compares the situation in isiXhosa with the
better studied Faire Infinitif /Faire Par alternation in Romance, showing in detail why a different
analysis is called for in the isiXhosa case. In section 7, we highlight a puzzle regarding idiom
preservation which we will leave for future research. Finally, section 8 concludes by discussing
the implications of our approach for the analysis of cross-linguistic variation in causatives and for
the theory of argument structure more generally.
2. The Thematic Domain
In this paper, we adopt a theory of argument structure and of the structure of the thematic do-
main pioneered by Alec Marantz and his associates, and overviewed in Marantz (2013b) (see also
Alexiadou et al. 2015; Bruening 2013; Kastner 2016; Kratzer 1996; Myler 2016; Oseki 2017;
Pylkkänen 2008; Schäfer 2008, Wood 2015; Wood & Myler 2019; and references cited in those
works). In this approach, thematic roles are not taken to be syntactic features which are assigned
to arguments; rather, thematic roles are purely semantic objects, parts of the denotations of the
heads that make up the thematic domain. Thus, there can be no movement triggered by the need
to pick up thematic roles on this approach (in the style of Hornstein 1999 or Ramchand 2008, for
example). Also, the Theta Criterion has no status on this conception–all that is required is that
the structure compose successfully in the semantics (Full Interpretation) (see also Heim & Kratzer
1998, p.53-58; Baker 1997, p.121-122).
As a baseline, in (4) we provide the structure of the thematic domain we assume for simple
transitive clauses. We assume that the prefixes in Nguni languages are outside of the thematic
domain, and that the so-called ‘Final Vowel’/‘Final Suffix’ is too (see Buell 2005 and Halpert
























In this tree and throughout this paper, the notation {D} on a functional head indicates the need
for that head to have a specifier of category ‘D’; {} indicates the absence of such a requirement
(see Embick 2004, Wood 2015; Schäfer 2008). As a matter of parametric variation, a given head
in a given language might require a specifier in all cases, forbid a specifier in all cases, or exist in
both specifier-taking and non-specifier-taking variants.
‘Voice’ will be used to refer to the head that introduces external arguments in its specifier,
following Kratzer (1996) and myriad others.3 ‘v’ is a verbalizing head which typically introduces
either an event variable or a state variable in the semantics, and which on the syntactic side serves
to start a verbal extended projection (the root itself is acategorial, as assumed in most of the works
cited above). The verb root is adjoined to ‘v’, and its conceptual content modifies the eventuality
introduced by ‘v’. On some approaches (e.g. Kratzer 1996), verb roots are taken to introduce the
semantic argument position corresponding to the theme argument, although some have argued that
the theme role is introduced by a separate functional head (see Lohndal 2014; Ahn 2018); we are
agnostic on this issue, but we will assume the former position here for concreteness. Hence, the
3Since the head that introduces external arguments is in some languages clearly separate from and lower than the
head that encodes passive/active alternations, the label ‘Voice’ turns out to be something of a misnomer; see especially
Merchant (2008); Merchant (2013). Nevertheless we retain this usage here for consistency with the works cited in the
first paragraph of this section, and with other recent literature on causatives done in this framework.
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denotation of the vP in (4) would be composed as shown in (5) (the denotations for eventive and













As for Voice, its interpretation is known to be determined by the semantics of its complement
vP. If vP denotes the kind of event that must be carried out by an agent, then it will introduce an
Agent thematic role. This is the case in the structure we saw in (4), as spelled out in (6). But there
are other possibilities–for instance, if vP denotes a state, the VoiceP will introduce a state-holder
role; see Kratzer (1996, p.121, p.123). Such a case is illustrated in (7). Some events are compatible
with the existence of some initiator, but do not require that initiator to be an Agent. In such cases,
of which we will see many in later sections of this paper, Voice will introduce a Causer thematic
role. Another possibility, if the vP is not semantically compatible with an external argument, is





















































Thus we can say that Voice has a number of different allosemes, the choice between which
is determined in the semantic component with reference to the structure surrounding it, much
as the choice between the allomorphs of a given head is determined in the morphophonological
component, in Distributed Morphology and related approaches.
(8) Rules for the interpretation of Voice (cf. Wood 2015, p. 30; Myler 2016, p. 43)
a. JVoiceK⇔ λxe.λes.Agent(x,e) / (agentive, dynamic event)
b. JVoiceK⇔ λxe.λes.Holder(x,e) / (stative eventuality)
c. JVoiceK⇔ λxe.λes.Causer(x,e) / (causing event)
d. JVoiceK⇔ λx.x / (elsewhere)
Notice now that the choice of alloseme for Voice, and thus the kind of thematic role introduced
by Voice (if any), is determined in the semantic component. However, whether Voice (or any other
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argument-introducing head) introduces a specifier or not is determined in the syntax, as a matter
of selection. This means that the notions of semantic argumenthood and syntactic argumenthood
are partially independent from each other, so that, while they may match up in many cases (i.e.
when a head introduces a role semantically and takes a specifier syntactically), they can diverge in
certain others (i.e., a head might introduce a role semantically but take no specifier, or it might take
a specifier but introduce no thematic role of its own in the semantics).4 The literature cited at the
beginning of this section has uncovered a number of instances of such divergences; in the course
of this paper we will see yet another.
3. A Sketch of the Analysis
As foreshadowed above, we propose that isiXhosa productive morphological causatives are ‘verb-
selecting’, meaning they embed a verbal substructure smaller than VoiceP but larger than a root
(usually vP, or HighApplP if it is present). Since there is by definition no VoiceP embedded under
a verb-selecting causative, the external argument of the embedded predicate (the causee) must be
introduced in some other way.5 Languages with verb-selecting causatives vary in how they solve
this issue (see Akkus 2018; Halpert 2015, pp.50-51; Harley 2017; Jung 2014; Key 2013; Legate
2014; Pitteroff & Campanini 2013; Pylkkänen 2008; Tubino Blanco 2011 for recent discussions
covering a range of such languages). Our first claim is that isiXhosa has access to two different
ways of introducing the causee in such structures, giving rise to the case alternation that we see.
Our second claim is that the Caus head in isiXhosa always requires a specifier, meaning that some
DP must raise to spec-CausP if none is first-merged there.
4It follows as a consequence of this approach to the nature of thematic roles that the Uniformity of Theta Assign-
ment Hypothesis (UTAH; Baker 1988, p. 46) is false, although strong linking regularities are still predicted in the
general case, because the extended verb phrase is rigidly structured, and it is interpreted compositionally. For argu-
ments that there are true counter-examples to UTAH see Kastner 2016; Myler 2016; Schäfer 2008, Wood 2013, 2014,
2015, and the rest of the present paper.
5The thematic role corresponding to the external argument of the embedded predicate must also be introduced in
some other way, given that Voice is absent. We make a specific proposal regarding how this happens in isiXhosa in
section 5.2.
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(9) Productive Morphological Causatives: Two Places for Causees
a. The causee can be introduced in the specifier of the Caus head, as in (10) (adapt-
ing Pylkkänen 2008, p.120, her (94); see also Halpert 2015, p.51 on Zulu; but cf
Tubino Blanco 2011, pp.47-48) OR
b. The causee can be introduced as an adjunct to the lower vP,6 as in (11), following
in part Alexiadou (2014), Alexiadou et al. (2015), Schäfer (2008, 2012), and Wood
(2013) on argument-oblique alternations.7 In such cases, another internal argument





























6We have not been able to identify an independent diagnostic for the attachment height of this PP, and other
possibilities do suggest themselves; most obviously, adjunction to CausP. In the absence of adjudicating evidence, we
opt for adjunction to vP here, because we think it makes the explanation of the distribution of the sociative reading (i.e.,
its absence in the instrumental causee construction, discussed in section 5.2) simpler. Thanks are due to an anonymous
reviewer for raising this issue.
7Another approach to such alternations is the smuggling approach, applied to passives in English by Collins (2005),
and to transitive causees in Romance by Kayne (2004). The main reason we do not adopt such an approach to the
instrumental causee construction here is that it will not explain the disapperance of the sociative reading in the instru-
mental construction (see 5.2), since the starting assumption of such analyses is that the argument in both alternants
starts off in the same structural position, and bears the same thematic role. Smuggling might well be the correct




































The choice of how to introduce the causee has a number of downstream consequences. First,
a causee in spec-CausP c-commands the theme, and is therefore a potential intervenor for A-
movement of the theme; a causee embedded in a PP adjoined to vP does not, and is not. Second,
a causee in spec-CausP, as an argument, cannot be omitted; a causee adjoined to vP is an adjunct,
and therefore optional. Third, the Caus head in isiXhosa turns out to have the option of introducing
a thematic role of its own–what we call the “sociative” role. This role can only be assigned to an
argument introduced in spec-CausP (i.e., in the structure in (10)). Finally, a causee adjoined to
vP cannot raise to satisfy the Caus head’s specifier requirement, meaning that the instrumental
causee construction can only be used if there is another DP in the structure capable of raising to
satisfy that requirement. We will see in section 5 that these consequences of the analysis are to
be welcomed, since they account for a number of important syntactic and semantic differences
between the two ways of marking the causee. First, however, we must motivate the claim that all
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productive morpholgical causatives in isiXhosa are verb selecting. To this we turn in section 4.
4. isiXhosa Morphological Causatives are Verb-Selecting
Amongst productive causative constructions, Pylkkänen (2008) distinguishes verb-selecting causatives
from phase-selecting causatives. We will refer to the latter as Voice-selecting causatives, follow-
ing Jung (2014) and Harley (2017).8 These two types are distinguished mainly with respect to
properties of the causee, particularly whether it patterns like a subject (in which case we have a
Voice-selecting causative) or not (in which case we have a verb-selecting causative). This section
shows that both unmarked and instrumental causees in isiXhosa morphological causatives fail to
act like subjects by a number of diagnostics, whereas the causee in the periphrastic causative (un-
surprisingly) acts like a subject with respect to those same diagnostics. Section 4.1 shows this for
agent-oriented modification, section 4.2 does the same for reflexive morphology (which is subject-
oriented in isiXhosa), and section 4.3 shows that causees in morphological causatives do not act
as subjects for the purposes of determining binding domains for Principle B. In section 4.4, we
show that these three diagnostics are not sensitive specifically to spec-TP in isiXhosa, but rather to
the presence of VoiceP. Finally, in section 4.5, we show that the morphological causative cannot
embed the passive, which is just as we would expect if it is verb-selecting.9
8This decision is partly motivated by terminological clarity, but it has substantive motivation too. Pylkkänen
means the term “phase-selecting causative” to cover morphemes which can select VoiceP and/or high ApplP (on the
assumption that high applicatives are phase heads–McGinnis 2001, 2008). The term “verb-selecting causative” is
then meant to pick out constructions in which the causative selects a categorized verb, but cannot select the phase
heads Voice or high Appl. However, with respect to isiXhosa, Pylkkänen’s taxonomy does not make the right cut: the
causative demonstrably cannot embed VoiceP, but it can select certain instances of high Appl (see Satyo 1985 for more











‘Themba {made/helped} the woman cook samp for the children.’ (08/11/2016)
9Nie (2019) has recently proposed that all morphological causatives involve a Voice head embedding another
Voice head, which entails that all causatives are actually Voice-selecting. Within this theory, Nie proposes to deal
with languages that disallow agent-oriented modification of the causee via selectional restrictions which ensure that a
non-agentive flavor of Voice is used with the embedded predicate. We do not adopt this analysis here, in part because
it seems that causees in isiXhosa can be agentive semantically (unlike in what is found in some other languages with
verb-selecting causatives–see Legate 2014 on Acehnese; Tubino Blanco 2011 on Hiaki), and in part because Nie’s
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4.1 Agent-Oriented Modification
A commonly-used test for the subjecthood of the causee in causative constructions is agent-
oriented modification (Shibatani 1972; Horvath & Siloni 2011). Subjects can be associated with
such adverbial expressions as on purpose (so long as the lexical semantics of the verb root in









‘Zoli broke the glass on purpose.’ (02/06/2018)
With respect to the morphological causatives of transitives, unmarked and instrumental causees
are equally incapable of being the target of agent-oriented modification, as shown by the following
examples, in which the causer but not the causee can be targeted by such modification (Halpert












‘Dallas [[made Zoli break the glass] on purpose].’ (02/06/2018)











‘Dallas [[made Zoli break the glass] on purpose].’ (02/06/2018)
NOT: *‘Dallas [made [Zoli break the glass on purpose]].’
As expected, the causee in the periphrastic causative does act like a subject by this diagnostic.
In (15), either one of the causer or the causee can be understood as the target of the agent-oriented
modifier. Presumably this is because ngabom can be merged either in the embedded clause or in
the matrix clause.

















‘Dallasi made Zoli j break the glass on purposei/ j.’ (03/20/2018)
4.2 Reflexives
isiXhosa reflexives are formed using a person-neutral, class-neutral, and number-neutral prefix
(underlyingly /zi/, although the /i/ is deleted before a vowel) which occupies the object marker







‘The sick children looked after themselves.’ (08/19/2016)
It seems that the reflexive in isiXhosa can only be bound by the grammatical subject of its local
clause, as exemplified by (17) (see Aissen 1979, pp.83, 123-128 for the use of reflexive binding
possibilities to establish the subjecthood of causees in morphological causative constructions, and












‘Zoli said that the childi looked after herselfi.’
NOT: *‘Zolii said that the child j looked after heri.’ (02/28/2019)
Causees in the morphological causative, whether instrumental or unmarked, are not capable of
binding the reflexive marker. Just as we found with ngabom ‘on purpose’, the causer can bind the









‘Themba made himself look after the sick children.’











‘Themba had himself looked after by the sick children.’
NOT: *‘Themba made the sick children look after themselves.’ (08/19/2016; retested
11/18/2016)
Once again, and unsurprisingly, the causee in the periphrastic causative construction does pat-
tern like a subject for the purposes of reflexive binding (here binding by the causer is impossible,













‘Themba made the sick children look after {themselves/*him}.’ (08/19/2016)
4.3 Principle B
The causee in the morphological causative does not define a binding domain with respect to Prin-
ciple B, as one would expect if the causee were a true subject. This means that the causer cannot
be co-referent with an object marker or pronoun. Note that this can only really be tested with
respect to the instrumental causee; for reasons to which we return, it is not possible to have an
object marker on the verb corresponding to the theme if the causee is unmarked (this is why the
final reading of (21) is unavailable despite the fact it would not violate Principle B; the readings









‘Thembai made him∗i/ j take care of the sick children.’ (10/03/2017)
NOT *‘Thembai made the sick children look after himi.’










‘Thembai made the sick children look after him j.’ (08/19/2016)
NOT *‘Thembai made the sick children look after himi.’
NOT * ‘Themba made himself look after the sick children.’
Predictably, the periphrastic causative does not share this restriction. Since the causee in (23) is
a grammatical subject, it creates a binding domain. The result is that the causer in the matrix clause














‘Thembai made the sick children look after himi/ j.’ (08/19/2016)
4.4 isiXhosa Subjecthood Diagnostics Do Not Target spec-TP
So far we have seen that the causees of morphological causative constructions cannot be targeted by
agent-oriented modification, cannot bind the reflexive marker, and do not define binding domains
for the purposes of Principle B. This, we have suggested, means that they are not grammatical
subjects, and are thus to be analyzed as being first-merged somewhere other than spec-VoiceP.
This in turn licenses the inference that the morphological causative is verb-selecting in isiXhosa.
However, one can imagine an alternative interpretation of these diagnostics. Suppose that the
relevant notion of “subject” is not what occupies spec-VoiceP, but what occupies spec-TP. Then,
isiXhosa causatives might be Voice-selecting after all, and the behavior of causees would still be
explained.
Fortunately, isiXhosa allows us to test this quite straightforwardly, since it allows expletive
constructions (including transitive expletive constructions) in which the external argument remains
inside the verb phrase (see Halpert 2012, 2015 on isiZulu; also Carstens & Mletshe 2015 on isiX-











‘People are coughing.’ (09/25/2019)
There is good reason to believe that the subject stays inside the verb phrase in the expletive
construction in (25), rather than raising to spec-TP as it does in (24), triggering subject agreement
for person, number, and noun class. Notice that the verb exhibits disjoint morphology in (24)
(spelled out as the prefix ya- in the present tense), but not in (25). Some sort of disjoint-conjoint
alternation is present in many Bantu languages, with the conditioning factors varying across the
family, but for Nguni languages there is a consensus that the following generalization holds (see
Buell 2005, van der Spuy 1993; the formulation here is taken in adapted form from Halpert 2015,
p. 122, modified to conform with the terminology employed in this paper).
(26) Conjoint-disjoint generalization:
Conjoint ( /0 in present tense): appears when VoiceP contains material (after A move-
ment)
Disjoint (ya in present tense): appears when VoiceP does not contain material (after A
movement)
The explanation for (26) is not relevant for the present discussion, though see Halpert (2015)
for a recent analysis for isiZulu which, as far as we can tell, transposes perfectly to isiXhosa. What
is relevant is that, given that (26) holds, we must conclude that the subject remains inside the
extended verb phrase in expletive constructions like (25), rather than raising to spec-TP.
This much is enough to test whether low subjects still pass the tests for subjecthood we have
employed on causees, but at the urging of a reviewer, let us ask where exactly within the extended
verb phrase these low subjects are. The most straightforward assumption would be that they are
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in their base position (spec-VoiceP in the case of transitive and unergative subjects), and there is
some independent evidence that this is so. In transitive expletive constructions, the default order is
for the low subject to precede all internal arguments.10 The following example (based directly on









‘Sipho teaches the children isiXhosa.’ (09/25/2019)
We thus propose the structure in (28) for the example in (25); following Halpert (2015), the
post-verbal position of the subject is derived by head-movement of the verb to a position above
VoiceP (not depicted).














Let us take this conclusion and return to the subjecthood diagnostics. It turns out that external
arguments that remain low still pass the relevant tests for subjecthood. This is shown for agent-
oriented modification in (30), and for reflexives in (32).
10Halpert (2015, p.24) shows for isiZulu that low subjects of transitives and unergatives are rigidly ordered to occur
before all internal arguments. In the judgment of the second author, isiXhosa is freer in this respect than isiZulu is, in
that other orders are allowed too. We conjecture that these orders are produced by VoiceP-internal scrambling, but we

























‘The child walked by itself.’ (10/03/2017)
We conclude that the relevant subjecthood diagnostics are not sensitive to the argument in spec-
TP; being a low subject in spec-VoiceP is apparently enough to count as a subject for these tests.
It then follows that isiXhosa causees cannot be in spec-VoiceP, exactly as our analysis claims. For
additional cross-linguistic validation of the idea that binding-theoretic diagnostics of subjecthood
are sensitive to VoiceP rather than TP, see Poole (2016). See also Kratzer (2009) and Ahn (2015)
for analyses in which Voice plays a crucial role in mediating certain binding relationships.
4.5 The Morphological Causative Cannot Embed Passive
Another sign that even the productive morphological causative does not merge so high as to embed
a VoiceP comes from the fact that the causative cannot attach outside of the passive in affix order.11
11The ‘by’-phrase sometimes superficially resembles the instrumental preposition nga- found on oblique causees,
but cannot in fact be the same morpheme. Instrumental nga- is invariant up to the regular phonology of the language,
but the ‘by’-phrase preposition agrees with the noun class and number of its complement, with some of the agreeing
forms looking similar or identical to nga-, but others looking entirely different. Notice the different forms that combine























‘Themba made there be dancing by people.’ (08/11/2016)
One might object at this point that (34) might have no bearing on the syntactic properties of the
causative, if the affix order passive-causative is ruled out on the surface by a morphological con-
straint (in the spirit of Hyman 2003). However, it turns out that the causative is unable to embed the
passive in syntactico-semantic effect no matter what the affix order is. While (35) is grammatical
with the affix order causative-passive, it cannot have an interpretation of the causative of a passive







‘Themba was made to dance by the people.’ (08/11/2016)
NOT: *‘Themba made there be dancing by people.’
It is clear that there is nothing semantically ill-formed about the relevant reading, since it can
be expressed by the periphrastic causative construction, which embeds a full CP within which the
















‘The samp was cooked by the man.’ (09/25/2019)
Both in its form and in its agreement behavior, the ‘by’-phrase is in fact identical to the copula in isiXhosa. For
discussion and analysis of this fact in neighboring isiZulu, see Halpert & Zeller (2016).
19
4.6 Local Conclusion
Causees in isiXhosa morphological causatives, whether instrumental or unmarked, fail to pattern
like subjects in various ways. In addition, the morphological causative cannot embed the passive
regardless of how the causee is encoded. The conclusion must be that both constructions are
verb-selecting causatives: the case alternation cannot be attributed to variation in the size of the
verbal substructure the causative morpheme embeds.12 An alternative explanation of the case
alternation is therefore needed, and above we suggested an analysis in terms of different first-
merge positions for the causee in the two alternates: in spec-CausP in the unmarked construction,
and in a prepositional phrase adjoined to vP in the instrumental construction. In the next section,
we show how this hypothesis can explain various syntactic and semantic differences between the
two strategies.
5. Explaining Asymmetries between Unmarked and Oblique Causees
We have seen that unmarked and instrumental causee constructions do not differ in their verb-
selecting status. There are nevertheless a number of asymmetries between the two constructions.13
12We will see in section 6 that an analysis along the lines of Folli & Harley (2007) for Italian cannot extend to the
isiXhosa alternation either, since neither variant involves the causative morpheme embedding a nominalized verb.
13One of these will have to be left to one side here. It seems that instrumental causees cannot antecede pronominal










































‘Themba made the child read his book.’ (08/19/2016)
We are not sure how to account for this asymmetry, since we have no general understanding on the constraints on
the antecedence of such pronouns in isiXhosa. It is clear that there is no general c-command requirement on their
antecedents, though, as shown by the following example:
20
We will look at these in turn, showing how they are explained by the analysis in section 3.
5.1 Intervention for A-Movement
In passives, if one keeps the animacy of the theme and the causee the same, the theme can be
moved to subject position over the causee only if the causee is instrumental. An unmarked DP
after the verb in the passive of a causative cannot be interpreted as the causee, but only as the
theme (and similarly, the DP moved to subject position can only be interpreted as the causee, and











‘The sick children were made to look after Zoli (by Dallas).’ (10/03/2017)











‘The sick children were made (by Dallas) to be looked after by Zoli.’ (10/03/2017)
NOT *‘The sick children were made to look after Zoli (by Dallas).’
The structures we propose can explain this pattern in terms of A-movement locality, as shown
in the following structures. Though we take no position on whether isiXhosa passives are better
analyzed on a smuggling approach (Collins, 2005) or on a non-smuggling approach in the style of
Bruening (2013), we adopt the latter in these structures merely for convenience. We also leave the
by-phrases out of these trees to avoid visual clutter, but on a Bruening-style analysis they would











‘Themba’s father read his book.’ (08/23/2016)
14We return to the role of animacy in these facts, and how it might be captured on our analysis, presently.
21
















































































Note that in (41) the theme transits through spec-CausP, in order to satisfy the Caus head’s require-
ment for a specifier.
At this point, we must return to the issue of animacy. The locality facts just reviewed seem to
hold only if both the causee and the theme have the same animacy. When the causee is animate
and the theme is inanimate, things are somewhat different in that it becomes possible (though
somewhat dispreferred) to move the theme over an unmarked causee, at least for the second author
of this paper, who is a native speaker of isiXhosa. This is shown by the fact that she allows a
pragmatically sensible reading for example (43) (alongside a pragmatically nonsensical reading,


















‘The samp was made to be cooked by Zoli by Dallas.’
Also: ‘#The samp was made to cook Zoli by Dallas.’ (02/28/2019)
The data we have seem to indicate that animate DPs do not “count” as intervenors for inanimate
DPs, and vice versa, but that DPs with the same animacy do count as intervenors for each other, at
least with respect to passive. Assuming that this is so, the most straightforward way of capturing
this pattern is to propose that (in)animacy is amongst the features probed for by the T head in
isiXhosa.15
More specifically, we propose that T bears a probe which is specified to seek values for person,
number, and class, and in addition for either one of the features [animate] or [inanimate]. That is to
say, this probe will come in two versions, one specified to seek an animate goal, the other specified
to seek an inanimate goal. In either case, the probe will bear an EPP feature triggering movement
15We shall soon see that object marking behaves differently in this respect.
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of the Agreed-with DP.16
With this much in place, the following are the logically possible combinations of a probe and
two goals (where ‘Goal1’ c-commands ‘Goal2’).17 The goal which is eligible to move is underlined
in each case.
(44) a. Probe[animate] .... Goal1[animate] .... Goal2[animate]
b. Probe[animate] .... Goal1[animate] .... Goal2[inanimate]
c. Probe[animate] .... Goal1[inanimate] .... Goal2[animate]
d. Probe[inanimate] .... Goal1[inanimate] .... Goal2[inanimate]
e. Probe[inanimate] .... Goal1[inanimate] .... Goal2[animate]
f. Probe[inanimate] .... Goal1[animate] .... Goal2[inanimate]
This system allows for apparent violations of the Minimal Link Condition when the arguments
do not have the same animacy, since there will always be a derivation in which the probe is specified
for an animacy value which matches the lower of the two goals.
This much accounts for the patterns we saw above, but more still needs to be said, because there
are other grammatical contexts in isiXhosa in which animacy mismatches between two goals do not
allow apparent MLC violations with respect to movement to spec-TP. Specifically, (i) modulo spe-
cial constructions such as locative inversion and instrumental inversion, the external argument in
an active, transitive sentence must raise to the subject position and any internal arguments cannot,
regardless of animacy; (ii) in the causative of a ditransitive, if the causee is unmarked, only it may
raise to subject position under passive, and the applied argument cannot, regardless of animacy.
16This same EPP feature is perhaps satisfied by ku- in some way in expletive clauses, as argued by Mali (1995).
Alternatively, it might be absent in such clauses altogether, assuming Carstens & Mletshe (2015)’s analysis of such
clauses in isiXhosa as radically defective in their morphosyntactic features.
17We ignore combinations in which the goals have the same animacy value but the probe is specified for a mis-
matched value. These would, we assume following Preminger (2014), yield default valuation of the probe for animacy,





























































‘The car was made to be given a new door by Dallas.’ (09/25/2019)
We would like to suggest an explanation of these facts in terms of phase theory. We propose
that the heads in the thematic domain of isiXhosa break down as follows with respect to phasal
status.
(47) a. Phases: Active Voice; Caus when it introduces its own specifier; v
b. Not Phases: Passive Voice; Caus when it needs to attract a specifier from below;
Appl
We also adopt the version of the Phase Impenetrability Condition introduced in Chomsky
(2001), sometimes called PIC2, according to which the complement of a phase head is spelled
out upon merger of the next phase head up. With these assumptions, the direct object in an active
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transitive will not be visible for probing by T, and the same will be true of the applied argument in
the causative of the ditransitive when the unmarked causee construction is used.18
The fact that unmarked causees count as intervenors under passive is particularly striking in
light of the fact that isiXhosa exhibits symmetrical passives of at least some ditransitives irrespec-
tive of animacy, at least for the second author of this paper (although, as Jochen Zeller (personal
communication) points out to us, many speakers appear to allow symmetric passives only in cases




































‘Sarah gave the child to Dallas.’









‘The child was given to Dallas by Sarah.’ (preferred reading)
‘Dallas was given to the child by Sarah.’ (also possible) (02/28/2019)
18Given that object marking is still possible in active transitive sentences, we must assume either that the probe
relevant to object marking sits between Voice and vP, or that object markers move as clitics to the edge of the vP phase










‘Dallas was given to the child by Sarah.’ (preferred reading)
‘The child was given to Dallas by Sarah.’ (also possible) (02/28/2019)
To explain the judgments of speakers like the second author, an independent process of object
shift allowing the theme argument to ‘leapfrog’ the applied object could be proposed, following
work on theme-goal ditransitives in certain non-standard varieties of British English (see Haddi-
can 2010 et seq.). Speakers for whom symmetric ditransitives are only available under animacy
mismatch would lack this process.
Returning to causatives, the interpretations available for the following reflexivized causatives









‘Themba made himself look after the sick children.’ (08/19/2016; 11/18/2016)
NOT: *‘Thembai made the sick children look after himi.’









‘Thembai made the sick children look after himi.’ (08/19/2016; 11/18/2016)
NOT: *‘Themba made himself look after the sick children.’
ALSO NOT: *‘Themba made the sick children look after themselves.’
The disallowed interpretations of (54) are those that would involve the reflexive marker being
related to the theme position across the unmarked causee.19 Without taking a position on whether
the reflexive marker is moving as a clitic (Kayne 1975 et seq.) or is the realization of a head
into whose specifier an anaphoric element moves (Ahn 2015), or is the reflection of some sort of
agreement relationship (van der Wal 2015), the absence of these interpretations can be explained
19The second of the barred interpretations is doubly ruled out by the fact that causees cannot antecede reflexives.
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as an intervention effect given our structures. By the same token, the absence of any such effect in
(55) can be explained: the causee here is an adjunct and therefore not an intervenor.
Non-reflexive object markers behave similarly: they cannot be interpreted as the theme unless
the causee is instrumental. If there is an unmarked DP after the verb, it must be interpreted as the
theme rather than the causee, and the object marker must be interpreted as the causee rather than
the theme. Unlike with passive, however, animacy appears to play no role in the case of object









‘Themba made him/her look after the sick children.’ (10/03/2017)









‘Themba made the sick children look after him/her.’ (08/19/2016)























Intended: *‘Themba made Zoli buy it.’







‘Themba made Zoli buy it.’
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We propose that the probe that is involved in object marking is not relativized to (in)animacy
in the way we proposed above for the T head.20
5.2 Allosemy of Caus and the Sociative Reading
Causatives with an unmarked causee have an additional “sociative” reading, which sometimes sug-
gests co-agentivity between the causer and the causee, and at other times is best (albeit imperfectly)
translated by the English phrases ‘help X do Y’ or ‘accompany X in doing Y’. Such sociative
causatives have been documented in many languages in the typological literature (see Creissels &
Nouguier-Voisin 2004; Dixon 2000; Guillaume & Rose 2010; Kulikov 2001; Nedyalkov & Silnit-
sky 1973, p.13, Shibatani & Pardeshi 2002), but are rather understudied in the formal syntactic and
semantic literature (see Lyutikova & Tatevosov 2018; Tatevosov 2018).






‘Tiredness caused him to sleep.’ (11/14/2017)
‘Tiredness helped him to sleep.’











‘Dallas made Zoli look after the sick children.’ (10/03/2017)











‘Dallas made Zoli look after the sick children.’ (10/03/2017)
NOT: *‘Dallas helped Zoli look after the sick children.’
20As to why the two probes should differ in this way, we have no concrete explanation to give. But there is surely
some connection with cross-linguistic tendencies for subject positions to be sensitive to animacy (with some languages
being unlike isiXhosa in banning inanimate subjects altogether).
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We propose that the sociative reading involves the causative morpheme optionally introducing
a “sociative” role which is assigned to an argument introduced in its specifier position (hence only
available in the structure in (10), which gives rise to an unmarked causee)–a case of allosemy.
The denotation for the plain causative reading in (62a) is taken from Pylkkänen (2008, p.84); the
sociative denotation in (62b) is novel to this paper, although adapted from Pylkkänen’s.
(62) Rules for the Interpretation of Caus
a. JCausK⇔ λPs,t .λes.∃e’.P(e’)∧CAUSE(e,e’)
b. JCausK⇔ λ f〈e,〈s,t〉〉.λxe.λes.∃e’.f(x)(e’)∧CAUSE(e,e’)∧Sociative(e,x)
We assume that the sociative role is semantically restricted so that it can be felicitously assigned
only to a causee which is of the right semantic sort to feel the benefit of being helped to carry out
an event or being accompanied in carrying out an event. This is essentially an implementation of
Creissels & Nouguier-Voisin’s remark (2004) that “in sociative causation, the causee is more agent-
like than in prototypical causation, and (s)he can equally be viewed as a beneficiary.” In support
of this, note that the sociative reading does not appear to be allowed with inanimate causees in












‘The woman made it rain.’
NOT: *‘The woman helped it rain.’ (02/06/2018)
In the interests of explicitness, we will now provide sample semantic derivations for each of the
following cases: (i) the unmarked causee construction on the sociative reading, (ii) the unmarked
21This makes it more restrictive than the English verb ‘help’, which is why we characterize this translation as
imperfect.
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causee construction on the plain causative reading, and (iii) the instrumental causee construction
(which only has the plain causative reading). We assume the following composition rules.
(65) Functional Application (Heim & Kratzer 1998, p.44)
If α is a branching node, {β ,γ} is the set of α’s daughters, and Jβ K is a function whose
domain contains JγK, then JαK = Jβ K(JγK).
(66) Event Identification (Kratzer 1996, p.122)
If α is a branching node, {β ,γ} is the set of α’s daughters, where Jβ K is in D<e,<s,t>>
and JγK is in D<s,t>, then JαK=λxe.λes.Jβ K(x)(e)∧JγK(e).
(67) Function Composition (after Wood 2015, p.26)
If α is a branching node, {β ,γ} is the set of α’s daughters, where Jβ K is in D<b,c> and
JγK is in D<a,b>, then JαK=λxa.Jβ (Jγ(x)K)K
(68) Predicate Conjunction (Wood 2015, p.23)
If α is a branching node, {β ,γ} is the set of α’s daughters, and Jβ K and JγK are both in
D f , f a semantic type which takes n arguments, then
JαK=λ (a1,...,an).Jβ K(a1,...,an)∧JγK(a1,...,an).
At this point we must return to the issue of the thematic role corresponding to the external
argument of the embedded predicate, when it has one. So far we have made a proposal regarding
the syntactic position of the causee itself; what we have not addressed is how its thematic role with
respect to an unergative or transitive embedded predicate is introduced semantically, given the
absence of Voice. We will assume that it is inserted at LF in a case of coercion. Specifically, we
propose a rule which coerces the denotation of the embedded vP from a function from eventualities




λes.[P(e) ... ]⇒ λxe.λes.[P(e) ∧ θ Ex(e,x) ... ]
Where θ Ex is a thematic role drawn from the set of roles that can be introduced by Voice,
and vP denotes an eventuality compatible with such a role.
We will assume that vP coercion applies to the denotation of vP when it is selected by Caus
whenever failure to do so would result in the Causee being unable to be integrated into the com-
position, so long as the conditions in (69) are met. (Since causees are optional in the instrumental























































In this derivation, the denotation of vP (itself derived through vP coercion) combines with
that of the sociative alloseme of Caus via Functional Application. The resulting denotation Caus’
combines with the denotation of the causee, also via Functional Application. Voice combines


















































Here, the plain causative alloseme of Caus is chosen. This denotation cannot combine with that
of vP via Functional Application, and must instead do so via Function Composition. From there,























































In this derivation, we assume A-movement of the theme is reconstructed (since picking up
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thematic roles via movement is not permitted in the framework adopted here). We also assume that
the apparently instrumental preposition is semantically null in causative constructions, so that the
denotation of the PP containing the causee is the same as that of the causee itself (see Alexiadou
et al. 2015; Schäfer 2008; and Wood 2013 for similar analyses of alternations involving obliques
in a range of constructions and languages).22 Thus, the causee adjoined to vP goes in as the
external argument of vP via Functional Application. Caus then composes with vP via Functional
Application too (note that only the plain causative alloseme can be chosen here–since the theme is
interpreted in its base position, there is no semantically suitable item in spec-CausP which would
permit the sociative alloseme to be chosen). The remaining steps of the composition occur exactly
as in the previous two derivations.
This paper is not the place to try to develop a fully explicit formal semantics for sociative
causation. To our knowledge, the only attempts at such in existence are Lyutikova & Tatevosov
(2018) and Tatevosov (2018). These authors propose, on the basis of data from the Turkic language
Tatar, that sociative causation involves an incremental relationship between the causing event and
the caused event. We have not adopted this analysis here because it does not yield an account of the
animacy restriction on causees discussed earlier. Nor would their account explain the interaction
between the optionality of the causee and the availability of the sociative reading discussed in
the next subsection. Since Tatar does not appear to exhibit a similar animacy restriction on its
22We assume that true instrumental uses of nga- are semantically contentful, introducing an instrument role. The
line taken here deserves some comment. A number of authors have noted that instrument arguments have semantic
commonalities with causee arguments, since both are intermediate steps in a causal chain; in addition, syncretisms
between instrumental and causative markers are widespread (see Jerro 2016, 2019 and references cited there). One
might reasonably ask, therefore, whether a unified analysis of nga- in its instrumental and causee uses would be
preferable. While such an analysis might be synchronically appropriate in some languages, and we may speculate that
the semantic similarities between causeehood and instrumenthood played a historical role in the grammaticalization
of nga- as a semantically null marker of causees, we believe that such an analysis cannot be the correct one for
isiXhosa, at least synchronically. The reason is that we have evidence (discussed in section 7) that sentential idioms
preserve their idiomatic readings under morphological causativization, regardless of whether the causee is unmarked
or instrumental. While we do not have a fully worked-out analysis of this idiom preservation, assigning a substantive
denotation to nga- in its causee-marking use would seem to foreclose the possibility of ever developing one (since
an idiom chunk would not make sense as the recipient of an instrumental thematic role). We thank an anonymous
reviewer for urging further discussion of this issue.
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sociative causees, it may be that different analyses for the two languages are required anyway.
More thorough consideration of how Lyutikova and Tatevosov’s analysis and ours bear upon each
other must be left to the future.
5.3 Optionality
isiXhosa causees can sometimes be left out, with the interpretation that there is a (perhaps pragmat-
ically implied) indefinite causee. Interestingly, the sociative reading disappears when the causee is









‘Themba had the mechanic fix the car.’ (11/14/2017)









‘Themba had the mechanic fix the car.’ (11/14/2017)







‘Themba had someone fix the car.’ (11/14/2017)
NOT: *‘Themba helped someone fix the car.’
These data make sense if only the instrumental causee is in fact optional, and the unmarked
causee is obligatory. This in turn follows from the argument vs. adjunct status of the causee
entailed by our analysis in (10) vs. (11).
5.4 The Transitivity Restriction on Oblique Causees and Why Causees of Intransitives are Oblig-
atory
Causees of intransitives can never be omitted, unlike what we have seen for transitives (see also






‘Themba made someone run.’ (02/06/2018)





‘Themba made someone jump.’ (02/06/2018)
Recall that on our analysis, Caus in isiXhosa always bears a {D} feature, meaning that it must
always introduce or attract something into its specifier in all circumstances. The option of adjoining
the causee to vP in the causative of intransitives is thus foreclosed, because in that case there will
be no DP in the structure that can satisfy the Caus head’s specifier requirement. We thus capture
the fact that such causees are obligatory. This same idea accounts for why the instrumental causee














‘Zoli made people work.’ (08/08/2016)
Our proposal is that (79) is ungrammatical because there is no DP present that can satisfy the
Caus head’s specifier requirement. Regular instrumental uses of nga- do not require the presence in
the same verb phrase of an unmarked DP, showing that this restriction is a property of the causative







‘Themba eats with a spoon.’ (10/20/2017)
For passive examples like (81), recall that we assume that the theme argument transits through












‘The sick children were made (by Dallas) to be looked after by Zoli.’ (10/03/2017)
6. Direct Comparison with Analyses of Faire Infinitif and Faire Par in Romance
The alternation between unmarked and instrumental causees in isiXhosa is, of course, reminiscent
of the famous faire infinitif /faire par alternation found in many Romance languages in the causative
of transitive verbs.


































‘Marie will have that water drunk by her dog.’


































‘Gianni got the car repaired by Mario.’
In FI, the causee receives dative, and in FP it is marked by the same preposition found in the
by-phrase of passives. As in isiXhosa, the alternation concerns the case marking of the causee, and

























‘Maria will make Gianni dance.’
Despite these similarities, our analysis of isiXhosa causatives is different in a number of re-
spects from existing analyses of the FI/FP alternation, and a skeptical reader might wonder whether
such a different analysis is really warranted. This section is devoted to showing that it is.
A number of syntactic and semantic facts show that any attempt to unify the analysis of FI/FP
and the isiXhosa alternation is on the wrong track. The first is the very existence of a separate
sociative reading of the unmarked causee construction in isiXhosa. Such a reading is not found in
either alternant of Romance causatives, to our knowledge.23
A second property that sets isiXhosa apart from some other languages is that neither option
is restricted to animate causers (different from FP; see Kayne 1975, p.242 (although Kayne notes
that the restriction is not entirely general in French); Folli & Harley 2007, p.217, the Romance




































‘Rage made Gianni break the table.’
23A reviewer points out that Romance causative constructions can be interpreted in a way that is compatible with
situations that involve helping or co-agentivity in some cases. However, what has not been shown for Romance, to our
knowledge, is that this is a genuinely separate reading, and that the sociative one has helping/co-agentivity as part of
the assertion. We can be confident that this is the case in isiXhosa because the sociative interpretation can be destroyed




























‘The famine made the inhabitants of the city eat rats.’ (French)
Third, the grammaticality of (90) and (91), repeated from (73) and (74), shows that neither
variant of the isiXhosa morphological causative exhibits the so-called “obligation effect” (Folli &









‘Themba had the mechanic fix the car.’ (11/14/2017)









‘Themba had the mechanic fix the car.’ (11/14/2017)
NOT: *‘Themba helped the mechanic fix the car.’
This contrasts with what Folli & Harley (2007, p.201) report for Italian. They note that the
FI equivalent of such sentences is semantically deviant, because FI implies the causee was forced
to carry out the act, which sounds odd given that repairing cars is part of the normal duties of a
mechanic. The FP construction does not give rise to the same effect (these examples are Folli &
















































‘Gianni had the car repaired by the mechanic in Fiume St.’
A fourth difference concerns the the status of the construction involving an oblique causee–FP
in Romance, and the instrumental causee in isiXhosa. We have already noted that the isiXhosa
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instrumental preposition is not identical to the marker of passive by-phrases in the language, in
contrast with the situation in Romance. But the differences go beyond this. Two kinds of account
have been offered for the appearance of the by-phrase in FP. One, going back to Kayne (1975), is
that the causative verb embeds a passive substructure in FP. The other, suggested by Folli & Harley
(2007), is that FP involves the lexical verb ‘do’ embedding a nominalized verb, a suggestion that
accounts for the relevant facts given than Romance infinitives share a number of distributional
properties with nouns, and given that by-phrases are allowed inside noun phrases.
It is clear that neither of these suggestions can be extended to the instrumental causee construc-
tion in isiXhosa. We have already shown in section 4.5 that the morphological causative cannot
embed a passive substructure in isiXhosa. As for the possibility that the oblique causee construc-
tion involves the causative selecting a nominal substructure, the morphological evidence speaks
against this. Nominalized verbs are morphologically marked by a variety of affixes, as shown in
(94) (see McClaren 1944, p.201-202 for discussion). Result nominals are formed from verbs via
the suffix -o in combination with various nominal class prefixes, and event nominals are identical
in form with the infinitive (formed with the prefix (u)ku-). None of this morphology is present in




uku-fund-a ‘learning; to learn’
Finally, much of the recent Romance literature appears to agree that FI involves a larger em-
bedded substructure than a verb-selecting causative. Folli & Harley (2007), for example, argue that
FI involves embedding a full extended verb phrase (equivalent to a Voice-selecting causative in the
terminology we are employing), whereas Ippolito (2000), Torrego (2010), and Pitteroff & Cam-
panini (2013) argue that FI involves obligatorily embedding a high applicative. As we have shown
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in detail, both variants of the isiXhosa morphological causative are, in contrast, verb-selecting.
While the causative in isiXhosa can embed a high applicative, the applicatives in question are not
obligatory and do not play a role in introducing the causee.
We conclude that there are no prospects for a unified analysis of the isiXhosa causative alter-
nation and the Romance FI/FP alternation.
7. A Remaining Challenge: Idiom Preservation
Given that isiXhosa causatives are verb-selecting, rather than Voice-selecting, a transitive predi-
cate does not have the same structure when embedded under the causative morpheme (VoiceP is
absent, and the syntactic position of the external argument is different). One might then predict
that it should be impossible to embed a transitive idiom of the the shit hit the fan type (i.e., one
which includes all three of the subject, verb, and direct object, and which is fixed as regards to the
passive/active distinction) under the causative morpheme.
So far we have only been able to identify one idiom of this kind in isiXhosa, with which we







Literal interpretation: ‘The army is eating horses.’ (11/14/2017)
Idiomatic interpretation: ‘Desperate measures are necessary.’














‘The famine made the army eat horses.’ (11/14/2017)
‘The famine made desperate measures necessary.’
In the morphological causative constructions, however, things are a little more complicated. In
the judgment of the second author, there is a clear but slight degradation of the idiomatic reading,
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both relative to (96) and relative to the literal reading of the examples themselves. Nevertheless,
the idiomatic reading is merely awkward in these examples, and not totally out except when it
comes to the sociative reading (which is also pragmatically ruled out even on the literal reading, as









‘The famine {made/#helped} the army eat horses.’ (11/14/2017)
? ‘The famine made desperate measures necessary.’









‘The famine made the army eat horses.’ (11/14/2017)
? ‘The famine made desperate measures necessary.’
Assuming that we want the idiomatic interpretations of (97) and (98) to be generated by the
grammar, it is not obvious how to do this given the structures in (10)-(11). It is possible that a
version of the selection theory of idioms (O’Grady 1998; Bruening 2010, 2017) could reconcile
these data with the conclusion that the causative is verb-selecting, which seems well-established.
Another, complementary approach to these data is suggested by the fact that, while the literal
reading of (95) is agentive, the idiomatic reading is not. This conforms to the observation that
sentential idioms cross-linguistically are never agentive (Kratzer 1996; Marantz 2001; Marantz
2013a), which in turn raises the possibility that VoiceP is not involved in introducing the subject of
the idiom in the idiomatic reading of (95). If so, then the idiom preservation we see in the causative
here would no longer be surprising. Working out the details of these speculative solutions is a task
which must be left for the future, however.24
24We would especially like to thank Jim Wood for discussion of these issues.
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8. Conclusion: (Micro)parametric Variation in Verb-Selecting Causatives
Harley (2017, p.27) provides a useful summary of the emerging picture of cross-linguistic variation
in productive causatives which select VoiceP or something smaller. The key conclusion of this line
of literature is that Universal Grammar provides a set of functional projections in a certain hierar-
chy (depicted in the tree in (99), which is ours based on what we infer from Harley’s discussion, as
are the labels ‘Voice1’ and ‘Voice2’ for “embedded” Voice and “matrix” Voice). Languages vary
with respect to which projections they have in their lexicons, and in whether certain projections
are bundled with others.25 For instance, Jung (2014) proposes that Korean has Caus2 bundled with
Voice2, since productive causatives in Korean cannot be passivized. Examples of such parametric
variation are provided in (100), which is taken directly from Harley’s (45).








(100) Harley (2017, p.27) on Parametric Variation in Causatives
a. Turkish: vP, CausP1, VoiceP distinct; no ApplP, no CausP2.
b. Hiaki: vP, ApplP, CausP1 (-tevo), VoiceP, and CausP2 (-tua) distinct.
c. Korean: vP and ApplP distinct. No Caus1P. CausP2+VoiceP bundled.
25Note that the Voice2 may be present only if Caus2 is.
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d. Italian: vP and VoiceP bundled. No ApplP, no CausP1. (Faire Infinitif may exem-
plify CausP2).26
In addition to what is summarized in (100), within the class of verb-selecting causatives (=CausP1
constructions), there is microvariation with respect to the restrictions Caus1 places on the embed-
ded vP. The Hiaki verb-selecting causative suffix -tevo forbids the external argument of vP from be-
ing expressed syntactically at all, instead existentially binding the open argument position (Harley
2013). According to Key (2013), the Turkish causative, on the other hand, allows the external
argument of vP to be expressed as an adjunct to Caus’, and imposes an animacy requirment via a
feature [m]27 on the Caus head.
Our discussion of isiXhosa implies that it fits comfortably into this typology in most respects,
but that it seems to give an existence proof for additional microparametric options beyond those al-
ready identified in the literature.28 First, we can conclude that isiXhosa’s morphological causative
is a manifestation of Caus1, not Caus2, since it is verb selecting. We can also conclude that Caus
in isiXhosa does not require [m] on the Caus head or embedded vP, because there is no general
animacy requirement on causees in the language.29 As for how the causee is realized, we have seen
that it may surface by being adjoined to vP (in which case the causee is oblique), or by being intro-
duced in spec-CausP (as suggested for Zulu by Halpert 2015, p.51, and for certain root-selecting
causatives by Pylkkänen 2008). In the latter case, it is optionally assigned a ‘sociative’ role.
Moving beyond causatives to the broader theory of argument structure, our analysis provides
additional evidence for the idea that the same thematic roles are not always assigned in the same
syntactic positions, from a different domain than the ones discussed in other recent literature ad-
vocating this idea, such as Kastner (2016), Wood (2015), and Myler (2016). In particular, the the-
matic role associated with the logical subject of the embedded predicate in isiXhosa morphological
26See Pitteroff & Campanini (2013) for a different view of how Italian fits into the typology.
27This feature, short for “mental state”, is adopted by Key from Reinhart (2000).
28See Akkus (2018) for a different extension of this parametric space, motivated by data from Sason Arabic.
29The sociatve reading involves an animacy requirement (recall examples (63) and (64)), but on our analysis this is
a property of the “sociative” thematic role assigned by Caus, rather than an inherent syntactic feature of that head.
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causatives is sometimes saturated internal to the embedded vP, and sometimes in spec-CausP.
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